ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
any changes have occurred in the accounting profession in recent years. Corporate scandals have put a new light on accounting, the proliferation of new authoritative standards, and the 150-hour requirement to sit for the CPA exam create a challenge for academics to develop an accounting curriculum that can prepare future practitioners for success. The future health of the accounting profession depends, to a great extent, on the success of our students (Gorman, 2005) . To prepare students to succeed requires an accounting curriculum that is relevant and includes the topics students should be exposed to during their university education. The responsibility to maintain the health of accounting curricula falls on professors at colleges and universities, but input from practicing accountants is very useful. Professors must maintain currency with changes in the accounting profession and incorporate those changes into the curriculum in order to prepare students to enter successful accounting careers. Practicing accountants provide an excellent source of information regarding the knowledge necessary to succeed in the profession. examined the importance professors and practicing accountants place on specific topics in auditing courses.
An analysis done by members of the 2000-2001 Auditing Section Education Committee showed significant changes in accounting and auditing education over the past twenty years. (Johnson et al., 2003) They examined several audit course surveys and found increases in fraud, technology-related topics, and internal control concepts in auditing classes. The Committee also gathered over 250 audit course syllabi from 188 colleges in 2001 and analyzed the different topics covered. They found heavy weight on topics such as audit planning (96%), internal control (96%), audit evidence (94%), audit reports (92%), and professional standards (92%). The Committee also found ethics that included references on independence in 84% of the courses and fraud awareness in 42% of the curriculum.
McCartney et al. (2002) investigated whether a gap exists between academic content and practitioner needs for internal auditing in the USA. A questionnaire survey was used to gather data from auditing faculty and practitioners to determine the importance of 25 different internal auditing topics. There was agreement in some areas, but educators placed more importance on engagement planning, preliminary surveys, audit programs, risk management, and fraud. Practitioners placed more importance on qualities desired in staff internal auditors, CIA examination preparation, and computer auditing. The McCartney et al. paper is similar to the study reported in this paper except the McCartney et al. paper focused on the study of internal auditing rather than external auditing so the topics are not comparable to courses that focus on external auditing.
Another paper involving practitioners' views on accounting education was Novin (1997) . This paper examined the similarities and dissimilarities of academic subjects needed for careers in management accounting, auditing, and tax. The paper was based on a survey of practitioners and reported that the study of taxation, statistical sampling, business law, and not-for-profit accounting are more important for auditors than for managerial accountants. Gramling et al. (1996) used a survey questionnaire to study the role of undergraduate auditing coursework in universities in reducing the expectations gap. Many significant differences between views of students and practicing auditors were found including the auditor's responsibility to detect fraud, prohibitions and regulations on audit firms, groups to whom auditors should be responsible, and the auditor's role with respect to audited financial statements. This study used practitioners' views for comparison purposes as does the study reported in this paper except it used the views of students to compare with practitioners' views rather than the views of the professors that design and deliver the course, and it focused on the expectations gap rather than examining the importance of topics included in the class.
Two papers, Engle and Elam (1985) and Bryan and Smith (1997) , examined the importance placed on selected auditing topics by academics, but did not include the views of practitioners. Bryan and Smith (1997) surveyed auditing professors to ascertain their perceptions of the importance of 31 auditing topics. The results found widespread agreement across academic ranks and school's accreditation status, on many topics. The five most important topics were generally accepted auditing standards, audit risk and materiality, internal control structure, type and competence of evidence, and the standard audit report. Engle and Elam (1985) examined the extent of coverage of 36 topics in auditing courses by obtaining information on the class time allocated to each topic by using a survey questionnaire. Their study found the five most important topics to be internal control structure, standard audit report, designing and performing substantive tests, types and competence of evidence, and auditors' professional responsibility and legal liability.
RESEARCH DESIGN

Methodology
This study is based on the results of two surveys-one of accounting professors teaching auditing and the other of practicing accountants. The academic survey was a web-based questionnaire transmitted in In the survey, respondents were asked to rate the importance of 41 auditing topics on a Likert scale from 1 (not important) to 5 (very important). The advantages of using a Likert scale are its ease of use and, even though the data are ordinal, the ability to calculate mean responses. The rankings of the importance of the topics are determined from the mean responses to each question. Table 1 shows response rates and respondent demographics. Demographic information was collected to determine the work experience, education, and certification status for respondents.
Demographics
A total of 179 usable responses were received from accounting professors and 139 from practicing accountants. This represented response rates of 14.1 percent and 16.1 percent for academics and practitioners, respectively. These response rates are low but Web based surveys yield lower response rates compared to other modes. (Manfreda et al., 2008) The table shows that both types of respondents have significant experience in their work area. The mean years the accounting professors taught auditing is 12.6 and 93 percent of them had professional accounting experience with a mean number of years experience of 5.6. The mean number of years work experience for the accounting practitioners is 19.3. For the practitioners, 37 percent indicated their primary work area was auditing and 63 percent in other areas of accounting. Professional certification is also well represented in both groups. For the academics, 92.2 percent hold a professional certification while 98.6 percent of the practicing accountants are certified. The CPA certification is the most represented with 93.9 percent of certified academics holding the CPA and 99.3 percent of the certified practitioners are CPAs. Other certifications represented in the survey are CMA, CIA, CISA, CGFM, CFE, CBA, CBM, CPCU, CRP, CSEP, CFSA, and CVA. Both groups are well represented in academic degrees held as well. The highest degree held for the professors is doctorate, 78.5 percent, and masters, 21.5 percent. For practitioners, the highest degree held is bachelors, 73.4 percent, masters, 25.9 percent, and doctorate, 0.7 percent. Both groups show significant amounts of education and experience in their chosen professions to offer informed opinions. Table 2 reports the mean response for the 41 topics in rank order of highest to lowest based on the accounting professors' responses. Table 3 reports the mean response for the 41 topics in rank order of highest to lowest based on the accounting practitioners' responses. Table 4 reports the statistical differences between the two groups of respondents. Statistical differences in Table 4 are determined by two-sided t-tests. A nonparametric test for correlation between the two sets of rankings was also conducted. Using the rankings from Tables 2 and 3 , a significant difference between the two sets of rankings was tested for using Spearman's rho rank order coefficients. The rankings between the two surveys are significantly different (r s = .897, p=.000).
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The five most important topics as ranked by accounting professors are audit risk, understanding internal control, evidence, financial statement assertions, and fraud awareness. The five most important topics as ranked by accounting practitioners are audit risk, ethics, documentation, understanding IC, and analytical procedures.
The five topics with the largest significant difference that were ranked higher by academics are understanding internal control, the standard audit report, audit risk, evidence, and financial statement assertions. The five topics with the largest significant difference that are ranked higher by practitioners are the study of governmental/NGO standards, history of auditing, assurance services, tests of controls for the finance and investment cycle, and substantive tests for the finance and investment cycle. Table 5 groups the topics into similar categories. The groups given the most importance by the academic respondents are internal control, audit reports, topics related to the planning phase of the audit, fraud, and substantive testing. The groups given the most importance by the practitioner respondents are topics related to the planning phase of the audit, internal control, fraud, audit reports, and IT auditing.
Fraud awareness was viewed as a much more important topic by academics than by practitioners, while practitioners rated the study of fraud techniques as much more important. The mean response for fraud awareness by professors is 4.74 and 4.51 by practitioners, which is significant (p=.000). For fraud techniques, the mean ratings are 3.99 and 4.26 for academics and practitioners, respectively, which is also significant (p=.005). This shows that professors believe it is important for students to gain a general understanding and awareness of fraud but believe less time should be spent on studying specific techniques to search for fraud. Practitioners seem to want the emphasis on learning actual fraud auditing techniques. It may be that professors believe that learning fraud techniques is a specialized topic and should be covered in depth in a separate fraud examination course.
Topics related to internal control are ranked as more important by academics than practitioners. This is true for all three topics in this category. Topics assessing control risk, reports on internal control, and understanding internal control are rated 4.70, 4.22, and 4.90, respectively, for academics and 4.47, 4.08, and 4.63, respectively, by practitioners. The results for assessing control risk and understanding internal control are significant (p=.000 for both). With the role weak controls played in the massive fraud cases of recent years, and the requirements of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002, it is not surprising that internal control topics are highly rated by both groups, but academics believe more emphasis should be given to the study of internal control than do practitioners.
IT auditing is considered a much less important topic to be included in an auditing class by academics than by practitioners. The mean rating is 3.63 by academics and 4.04 by practitioners and is significant (p=.000). This difference may be a result of professors believing that IT auditing is a specialized topic and should be covered in depth in a separate course.
Topics related to planning the audit were considered very important to both groups. Topics in this category were ranked among the top five by both groups. For academics, the mean ratings for analytical procedures, audit risk, documentation, evidence, financial statement assertions, materiality, and planning and administration are 4.61, 4.90, 4.11, 4.83, 4.78, 4.72, and 4.24, respectively. For practitioners, the mean ratings for analytical procedures, audit risk, documentation, evidence, financial statement assertions, materiality, and planning and administration are 4.59, 4.67, 4.64, 4.58, 4.49, 4.47, and 4.34, respectively. All of these results were significant (p=.000 for all) except for analytical procedures (p=.688) and planning and administration (p=.247). For the topics with significant differences, academics rated audit risk, evidence, financial statement assertions, and materiality higher than practitioners, while practitioners rank documentation higher than academics. Given the fact that a significant amount of total audit hours are devoted to planning issues, it is not a surprise that these topics are considered very important by both groups. However, it is interesting to note that practitioners place more importance for students to learn documentation, a mechanical process, rather than the audit risk, evidence, materiality, and assertions which develop the theory for the very core of auditing.
The audit reports group of topics are tied with internal control as the most important topics as ranked by academics, while practitioners ranked audit reports as the fourth most important group of topics. The topics of standard report and report modifications are rated 4.71 and 4.51 by academics and 4.30 and 4.25 by practitioners, respectively. These results are significant (p=.000 and p=.001). Besides the fact that the audit report is important because it is the output of an audit, many professors may rank it high because they choose to cover the topic early in the auditing course so the topic of audit reports can be integrated into the remaining topics in the course. Practitioners may view the topic as requiring nothing more than looking up the correct report form and its format in the firm's audit manual.
The sampling topics are rated among the least important by both groups of respondents, although rated higher by practitioners. Attribute sampling, PPS sampling, non-statistical sampling, and variables sampling are rated by academics and practitioners, respectively, as 3.78, 3.46, 3.50, 3.15, and 3.80, 3.65, 3.72, 3.67. Significant differences are reported for PPS sampling (p=.073), non-statistical sampling (p=.022), and variables sampling (p=.000), with practitioners ranking each topic higher than academics. Academics may rate sampling topics as less important because of the widespread use of sampling software and they feel students need less class time on the topic.
The group means for the auditing standards group of topics are a less useful measure of the importance of this topic because of the disparate rankings of the topics within this group. The auditing standards group of topics includes domestic standards, governmental/NGO standards, and international standards. The ratings for domestic, governmental/NGO, and international standards are 4.69, 2.56, and 3.03 for academics respectively, and 4.49, 3.48, and 3.16 for practitioners, respectively. These results are significant for domestic standards (p=.001) with academics rating the topic higher and for governmental/NGO (p=.000) with practitioners rating the topic higher. Accounting professors and practitioners appear to believe the study of domestic standards is very important, with both groups of respondents ranking it among the top ten topics. Governmental/NGO standards and international standards are ranked in the lowest three of all 41 topics by both academics and practitioners. The ranking of the importance of governmental/NGO standards by both groups may be due to more accounting programs adding separate governmental/NGO courses and the study of governmental/NGO auditing standards is viewed as part of that class. The low ranking of the study of international auditing standards may be a result of the USA centric view of most Americans.
Both respondent groups rated the substantive testing and tests of controls topics very similarly. For the substantive testing group, the topics acquisition cycle, finance and investment cycle, payroll cycle, production cycle, and revenue cycle, are rated by academics as 3.96, 3.30, 3.29, 3.53, and 4.35, respectively, and rated by practitioners as 3.98, 3.97, 3.93, 3.94, and 4.09, respectively. Practitioners rated the finance and investment cycle (p=.000), payroll cycle (p=.000), and production cycle (p=.000) significantly higher than academics. Academics rated the revenue cycle significantly higher than practitioners (p=.002). For the tests of controls group, the topics acquisition cycle, finance and investment cycle, payroll cycle, production cycle, and revenue cycle, are rated by academics as 3.92, 3.25 3.36, 3.54, and 4.24, respectively, and rated by practitioners as 3.91, 3.97, 3.91, 3.91, and 4.17, respectively. Practitioners rated the finance and investment cycle (p=.000), payroll cycle (p=.000), and production cycle (p=.000) significantly higher than academics. These results clearly show that both academics and practitioners agree that the study of the revenue cycle, for both control testing and substantive testing, is more important than any of the other cycles. For the other cycles besides revenue, both respondent groups seem to believe they are much less important as they ranked the topics near or among the lower half of the topical ratings.
Topics grouped in the -other topics‖ category have no common thread. However, there are some interesting differences between the two surveys for some of these topics. Professional ethics is highly ranked by both groups, ranked tenth by academics and second by practitioners. The study of assurance services, the auditing profession, certification requirements, history of auditing, and internal auditing are ranked significantly higher in all cases by practitioners (p=.000 for each topic). The legal liability of auditors is ranked significantly higher by practitioners (p=.010) as is compliance auditing (p=.003). There is no significant difference in the rating of the topic subsequent events and it is ranked in the top 18 items by both groups.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
This study reports the results of a survey of auditing professors and practicing accountants regarding the importance of 41 topics typically included in the first college or university auditing class. The results are based on 179 responses from auditing professors and 139 responses from practicing accountants. Auditing professors and accounting practitioners show significant differences in terms of the importance placed on most of the topics in the survey. The academics rated audit risk, understanding internal control, evidence, financial statement assertions, and fraud awareness as the most important topics in an auditing class. The practitioners five most important topics are audit risk, ethics, documentation, understanding internal control, and analytical procedures.
The topics rated higher by academics with significant differences are understanding internal control, standard audit report, audit risk, evidence, financial statement assertions, fraud awareness, materiality, assessing control risk, report modifications, domestic auditing standards, and substantive tests-revenue cycle. The topics rated higher by practitioners with significant differences are governmental/NGO standards, history, assurance services, tests of controls-finance and investment cycle, substantive tests-finance and investment cycle, documentation, substantive tests-payroll cycle, internal auditing, tests of controls-payroll cycle, variables sampling, information systems auditing, substantive tests-production cycle, certification, tests of controls-production cycle, the auditing profession, compliance auditing, fraud techniques, and legal liability. Professors teaching college and university level auditing classes face a challenge insuring they prepare students to enter the business world equipped with all the knowledge and skills necessary to be successful. With the business environment changing quickly with emerging technology and global markets, the proliferation of new standards, and the 150 hours requirement for the CPA exam, professors must use all resources available to offer the most relevant courses available to their students. Practicing accountants have valuable opinions on what should be taught in auditing classes because they know and observe first hand on a daily basis what skills are needed to be successful in the profession. This paper shows the insights of practitioners regarding the importance of topics in the first auditing class and shows where those views differ with auditing professors.
The results of this survey show that practitioners place more emphasis on topics dealing with the practice of auditing (e.g., documentation, fraud techniques, tests of controls, substantive testing, etc.) while academics place more emphasis on topics that form the theory upon which the practice of auditing is built (e.g., audit risk, understanding internal control, financial statement assertions, fraud awareness, etc.). Auditing is more than just acquiring the ability to conduct mechanical tests. To be a successful auditor, not only practical skills are needed but understanding the underlining theory is also required. Auditors need to be able to interpret the results of the auditing tests and be able to more than just record the evidence found. They also must be able to evaluate the evidence in light of the overall audit. The optimal auditing class is one that can provide students with the underlying theory but also with enough skills and techniques to succeed in their first job. That is the most important job of an accounting professor -choosing the appropriate blend of theory and practice to be included in their class.
Auditing professors should not, though, immediately adjust their classes based on the responses from practitioners. Some of the differences may be explained by academics ranking topics lower because they believe the study of that topic should be or is included in other classes in the curriculum. However, the results should not be entirely disregarded either. Practitioners took an auditing class in their course of study at a university and then went out and forged a career in accounting. So they have experienced the educational process as well as applying it to the real world. As well they see the strengths and weaknesses of new hires that work around them. Auditing professors should give serious consideration to tapping into this wealth of knowledge provided by accounting professionals and reevaluate the emphasis in their current auditing class.
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